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the public-at-large. The problem here is whether to use as the basis of classification the short-run benefits, as Blau and Scott did, or the long-run benefits, for which an equally strong case can perhaps be made. Mass media organizations, such as television stations or newspapers present a similar problem. The owners are the primary beneficiary, but the public-at-large also benefits in a less direct, but still important, way. Such problems were initially resolved by the use of mixed types which the formulators recognized existed. The relatively small number of such types made statistical analysis rather difficult, however; therefore these cases were eventually assigned to one of the original types, as suggested by the formulators. level participants and the kinds of involvement in the organization developed by the lower-level participants form the basis of the compliance structure.5 Three main organizational types are derived: "Coercive" organizations use coercion as the chief means of control over lower-level participants, who have alienative orientations to the organizations.6 "Utilitarian" organizations use remuneration as the basis for control, with the lower-level participants oriented to the organization by calculative involvement.7 "Normative" organizations use normative, (i.e., moral) control as main source of control over lower-level participants, who have a positive, intense orientation toward the organization.8 Here too the placement of the organizations was governed by the criteria and examples suggested by the formulator. And again, in the more difficult cases, mixed types were initially used, as Etzioni suggested was necessary. For the purposes of this study, however, since the mixed types were too few for statistical analysis, they were eliminated. The final placement of these organizations (Table 2 ) was based on the collective judgment of the research workers.
As can be seen in Tables 1 and 2 , some unanticipated placements resulted. For example, in the Blau-Scott system, juvenile reformatories or detention centers fell into the service category, while adult reformatories or prisons were placed in the commonweal category. This placement was based on the assessment of the purposes and practices in these organizations after a review of the data on the organizations. Another surprising placement was that of the military supply command as a normative organization in the Etzioni system. This was done on the basis of the orientation of lower-level and upper-level participants toward their duties. The research was carried on during a period of relative calm in international relations, and most of the personnel, both military and civilian, appeared dedicated to the organization in general and to their specific tasks in particular. This dedication might even be strengthened during international crises. From the experience gained in these classificatory efforts, it is evident that detailed knowledge about the organization is necessary for adequate placement in a classification system. The organizations included in the study represent a selection, rather than a sample from the organizational universe, since there is no clearly defined organizational universe from which a sample might be selected. For this reason a number of considerations influenced the selection. First was a desire to include organizations from the main institutional spheres of society, therefore religious, educational, economic, and political organizations were included. Another consideration was to achieve some balance between governmental and nongovernmental organizations. It was also decided to include service, sales, and production organizations within the business-economic sphere, therefore the television station, restaurants, hotels, banks, newspapers, and retail stores were included with the manufacturing firms. In the service groups, organizations such as farm cooperatives and country clubs, which serve only their own members were included as well as organizations which serve larger segments of the public, such as the post office, the governmental regulative agencies, and the schools. Size was another variable; the organizations varied in size from 6 members to over 9,000 members. The intent was to include organizations of as many types and activities as possible. Variety, rather than homogeneity, appeared to be the most desirable objective in the study. As Tables 1 and 2 suggest, the desired variety was achieved. Budgetary and time factors operated primarily as a limit on the number of organizations that could be included.
The data for the study were gathered from each of the 75 organizations by means of tape-recorded interviews with top executives of the organizations, selected on the basis of their knowledge about their organizations. Additional information in the form of written materials and records were examined for supplementary information. After transcription of the interviews, the data were categorized according to the variables included in the study. On variables such as the number of hierarchical levels, written job descriptions, number of written rules or policies, type of major activity, and number of departments engaged in specific activities, the data themselves provided ready categories. On other variables, such as the emphasis on written communications, severity of competition, and the type of shifts in activities or emphases, categorization was more difficult. The researchers decided upon the final classification. Where the data from the original inter-views were insufficient for agreement on categorization, additional organizational information was obtained. The final categorizations combine the data with the judgments of the researchers. The data thus categorized were then cross tabulated with the two typologies. The chi-square statistical test was applied to determine the degree to which the observed distributions varied from the expected distributions.
FINDINGS
It should be noted that the two typologies are themselves interrelated, as Table 3 indicates. As would be expected, most business organizations are also utilitarian organizations. Similarly, most mutual-benefit and service organizations are also normative. This finding does not mean that the typologies are interchangeable, but that there appears to be a relationship between the compliance characteristic and the "public" that benefits from the organization. Mechanic has suggested that a typology should "allow us to combine a number of variables into a single construct, and thus allow us to deal with extremely complex phenomena in a relatively simple fashion."9 The degree to which these two typologies allow such combinations is now considered, with respect to variables other than those originally considered in the typological formulations.
Complexity
Organizational complexity was measured by a series of indicators (Table 4) . The first indicator, presence of more than one major activity, shows a moderately strong relationship on the Blau-Scott formulation and a very slight relationship on the Etzioni typology. The service organizations not only perform services for their clients, but serve the wider society (commonweal) as well, since they rehabilitate delinquents or educate the young. Some of the utilitarian organizations provide products and services to their customers, thus accounting for the multiple activities in this category.
The second indicator of complexity, number of major divisions as determined from the organization charts of the organizations, is also only slightly related to the typologies. Those relationships which are found appear to be related to the presence of multiple activities. The mean number of hierarchical levels, as measured by the total number of hierarchical levels (number of distinctive breaks in the hierarchy) divided by the number of major divisions, is similarly only weakly related to the typologies. This relationship is at least partially a function of the fact that the businessutilitarian organizations in the study tended to be larger than the other organizations, thus tending to more divisions and a deeper hierarchy; although there is no necessary relationship between size and complexity.'0
The number of levels in the most specialized single department was the number of hierarchical levels in the department with the greatest number of hierarchical levels. This was found to be highest in the coercive organizations, where the penal institutions and the law enforcement agency, with their quasi-military structure, dominate the category and thus influence the findings.
The mean number of subdivisions in the organization as a whole was determined by dividing the number of discrete subunits within each major department by the number of major departments. Here again the coercive organizations and the commonweal organizations, categories that include overlapping units, were found to be the most complex. This is a consequence of the multiple functions within such organizations. These functions may be performed by a small staff of workers, as in the case of the rehabilitation function within penal institutions, but each staff member may comprise a separate subdivision.
The overall complexity measure was derived by multiplying the number of major departments by the mean number of hierarchical levels. The resulting indicator was then trichotomized for analysis. The findings here are difficult to interpret because no clear patterns of decreasing or increasing complexity within the types emerge. The indicator itself is probably at fault in that it combines two aspects of organizational structure that may be unrelated. In general, these indicators of complexity are not strongly related to the typologies. While slight relationships exist on some of the indicators examined, enough deviant cases are found to suggest that on this important aspect of organizational structure, the typologies provide relatively few useful insights.
Formalization
The first indicator of formalization (Table 5) , concreteness of job descriptions, was measured by asking the respondents to describe the specificity of the job descriptions in the organization. This description was then coded into the categories noted. Coercive and commonweal organizations are the most formalized on this indicator. Both categories include a number of penal institutions, which rely upon universalistic procedures and in which job descriptions can be rather easily codified into specific terms and therefore made more concrete. As Table 5 indicates, these organizations also are found to use written job descriptions to a much greater extent than the other kinds of organizations.
Centralization of authority was measured by asking the respondents to describe the decision-making process in a variety of situations. These descriptions were then categorized by the researchers. Both the mutual benefit and the normative organizations were found to be less formalized, as expected from their concern with obtaining member support and solidarity, than the coercive organizations, with their concern for maintaining order within the organization. The commonweal organizations would not be expected to show a high degree of formalization on this indicator, but the penal institutions in the sample show this tendency.
The degree of formalization of the authority structure was determined by asking the respondents to describe the extent to which the decision-making process used regularized channels, while the formalization in writing was ascertained simply by asking whether this process was codified. As Table 5 indicates, no clear patterns emerge on these indicators. Although the business-utilitarian organizations show rather high formalization in the authority process, they do not codify the process in writing to the extent that the other types of organizations do. This is somewhat unexpected in that such codification is typically assumed to result in higher efficiency, which is a major concern of these types of organizations. On the basis of this evidence, this assumption may be unwarranted.
The formalization of the communications process was measured in terms of the emphasis on written communications and going through channels. Descriptions of the process were obtained in the interviews and then categorized by the researchers. The coercive and commonweal organizations again are the most formalized, although the pattern of these findings is not definitive. The relatively low formalization found in the mutual benefit and the normative organizations is again indicative of their concern with member participation.
For indicators concerned with rules and their related sanctions, the Etzioni typology predicts rather well, despite the slight statistical association, in that the coercive organizations have more formalized rules with more severe sanctions than the other types.
Here again inclusion of the penal institutions in the commonweal category increases the degree of formalization on these indicators. Little pattern is evident among the other types of organizations.
Although the typologies show only a moderate predictive value on these formalization indicators and the relationships are not strong, organizational concerns with maintaining internal order or membership participation are found to be related to the degree of formalization.
Goal Specificity
For the purpose of this study, goal specificity was defined as the ease with which the organization could assess the degree of goal achievement. A panel of expert judges assigned to the official goal statements of the organizations a numerical weight based on the ease of determining or measuring goal achievement. Table 6 indicates the results of this analysis. The business-utilitarian organizations for the most part had quantifiable goals, while organizations of the other types had more qualitative goals with varying degrees of difficulty of measurement. The typologies do predict, but at a common-sense level. 
A ctivities
The kinds of activities are shown in Table 7 . Again the findings are in the expected directions in that production activities are concentrated in the business-utilitarian organizations, while service activities fall generally in the other organizational types. The chief exception is in the utilitarian organizations, which have more departments that provide services for customers or clients. This is a function of the sample, since hotels, restaurants, utilities, and retail stores all would have a number of departments engaged in service activities. An interesting finding is that the businessutilitarian organizations have more departments engaged in supportive or administrative tasks than the other types of organizations. The concern with the administrative component in organiza- to members is examined, the normative and service organizations showed more internal interdependence than other types of organizations. This ratio was determined by dividing the number of committees by the number of members in the organization. Both of these findings are in keeping with the central concerns of the organizations involved. The business firms must ensure that the component parts are operating in a coordinated and efficient manner (using the greater number of hierarchical levels), while potential problems of morale and adjudicating conflicting demands are met by a committee system in the latter case .
Status and Power
Status distinction and power source indicators are indicated in Table 9 . Both the utilitarian and the business organizations place relatively little emphasis on status distinctions. Commonweal and service organizations may have to rely on status symbols as a means of attracting and keeping members. The limited sample prevents definitive conclusions, but status differences may not be related either to the power structure of the Etzioni system or the adjudication of professional-administrator conflicts of the Blau- Scott system. The sources of power (Table 9 ) are those which would be expected from the typologies.
External Relations
On indicators of the nature of external relations (Table 10) , no definite findings emerge in terms of dependence, inclusion of subsidiary organizations, or being a subsidiary. The mutual benefit organizations have many more subsidiaries than the other kinds of organizations. This is not surprising since many of these organizations are state-wide religious, labor, and fraternal organizations that have parishes, locals, or chapters at the local level.
The patterns that emerge when competition is considered (Table 10) 
Change
In the variables involving organizational change (Table 11) , the changes are those reported by the organization itself. Although the relationships are not strong, it is evident that the business-utilitarian organizations showed the least change, in terms of shifts in emphasis, activities, or growth patterns. The other types shifted more, perhaps as they sought to keep their goals and activities relevant for society and as society demanded more service, normative, and commonweal activities from them. A goal-rele- Table 11 . Typologies and indicators of organizational change. the variables considered important structural characteristics; e.g., complexity, activities, and formalization. Furthermore, there is no clear differentiation in terms of the factors related to change. Since these variables were not included in the original analyses and were thus added in this study, the typologies do appear to yield insights into the limited aspects of organizations for which they were designed. Both typologies do appear to do what adequate typologies should-allow prediction back to the organizational antecedents and forward in the direction of probable activities and problems faced, with neither, however, yielding sufficient insights into the change process. Since both of the typologies examined, as well as those that have preceded them appear to be limited in their applicability, the typological effort itself should perhaps be examined.
It is suggested that the typologies considered, as well as others that have been suggested, should be categorized in terms of the dependent variables being examined.'4 The Blau-Scott typology has the organization itself as the dependent variable, as does the Parsons typology based on organizational goals.'5 The Etzioni typology has the power-compliance structure as its dependent variable. The organization itself is the independent variable in this case, as it is in the Thompson-Tuden analysis of decisionmaking strategies.'6 Each typology is designed to yield insights into a limited part of the total organizational world by starting with a set of observed relationships. It is suggested here that knowledge about organizations and organizational phenomena is not yet extensive enough to permit exhaustive intuitively developed classificatory schemes. At present, the typologies are devices designed for the most part as analytical tools for particular empirical analyses. Most consider only one or two major organizational variables as the classificatory basis. If empirical relationships can be established, using these or other typologies, additional variables could then be added to the analysis in order to develop an empirically based and empirically relevant typological system. If such an approach were followed, the treatment of the organization as an independent or dependent variable would not be crucial, since future analyses could go in any direction from the established relationships.
